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Interview Summary 



Examiner 



Art Unit 



John Hoffmann 



1731 



All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 
(D John Hoffmann . (3) 
(2) Pat Boucher . ( 4 ) 

Date of Interview: 12 November 2004 . 

Type: a)H Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

c)D Personal [copy given to: 1)D applicant 2)D applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)E3 No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: a//. 

Identification of prior art discussed: . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)M was not reached. h)Q N/A. 
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Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 



Interview Summary 




Paper No. 41112 



Summary of Record of Interview Requirements 

Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP), Section 713.04, Substance of Interview Must be Made of R«r«rH 

Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 Interviews 



any alleged oral promise, stipulation, or understanding in relation to which there is disagreement or doubt 6 W " 60 re ° m the 0ffice - No attention will be paid to 

incompj^^ £££ exclusively on ,he written record in the Office if that record is its.f 

the exa^ine^ * -" interview of record in the application file, un.ess 

which bear directly on the question of patentability responsibility to see that such a record ,s made and to correct material inaccuracies 

interview S^T^^'.^^^^ S!2JS2£~| * "~ H ° f 7 ^ ^ b ™ «^ <"* 

requirements for which intervievTrecordation is otherwise ^drt for^^oTs 20^^ P^L 3 '/" 3 "?' 3 - ^ely to restriction 

The Form provides for recordation of the following information: 

- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 

- Name of applicant 

- Name of examiner 

- Date of interview 

- Type of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) 

- Name of participant(s) (applicant, attorney or agent, examiner, other PTO personnel etc ) 

- An indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted ' 

- An identification of the specific prior art discussed 

- Tte wan _„» ^ eM** ft. inwvta, (If Form Is no, an MUchnM In . signed Om» .Ml) 

2) an identification of the claims discussed, 

3) an identification of the specific prior art discussed 

4) ^^^T^Z^^±T ° f 3 SUbStanfiVe toed ' — - already described on the 

5) a brief identification of the general thrust of the principal arguments presented to the examiner 

examiner can be understood in the context of the application filf Of luflHhl « . . T^ 3 ' ar 9 uments m ade to the 
describe those arguments which he or she feels w^Sgh be '° 6mphaSi2e and 

6 a general indication of any other pertinent matters discussed and examiner.) 

7> 3eneral reSU " S " ° U,COme ° f ^ in,6rVieW Un,6SS *-* described in «■» Summary Form completed by 

accurate. &"JSS».^^ -he record is not complete and 

Examiner to Check for Accuracy 

paper recording.the SStS ^ *. indication, ".nterview Record OK" on the 



Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413) 



Application No. 10/017,033 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
SSSSSi^ **° r 3 ? y ° ther comments: Applicant asked how to get the claims examined. Examiner 

nd cated that filing a continuation, admitting on the record that the species were obvious variants, supplying evidence 
that the spec.es were obvious variants, or showing that Examiner made a substantive error in the letter of non- 
compliance were_all options. On the merits of the constructive election, it was argued that MPEP 819 was limited to 
inventions: Examiner pointed out an "invention" is not limited to classes of inventions, but includes speces - each 
distinct specie is a distinct invention.. 



